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administrators, and students in student evaluation of the effectiv?ness

of college courses and college professors. vle most commonly used means

of (obtaining student evaluation of instruction t, student ratings.

there has been considerable interest in student evaluation there his not

Veen a correspondinp amount of research particularly on the technical

aspects of student rating, scales. Some of the tecbnical aspects on

which little research has been reported are the keys and the formats.

There has been little applied research reported on the effects of

inds of keys and forms of formats used in student rating scales of

'faculty teaching and coutJe effectiveness. lio,;ever there is relevant

Jasic research on kinds of keys and formats in rntinp scales in job

performance ratings. Barrett, Taylor, Pnrer, and "nrtens (MISS) in

vestigated four formats: trait names only? orhni. definitions of traits;

ricipiait names and behavioral descriptions but no definitions; and trait

7141finitions and behavioral descriptions but no tralt names. There were

Camlificant differences for formats and for all interactions involvinc,

celyrmats.
Bieber ratinc's were associated trait nor-es and behavioral

(Descriptions but no definitions. Tn a similar study 'fadden and Bourdon



(1964) examined various format forms includiug horizontal, vertical, bars,

no bars, number, and labels arranrer,ents. Arlin there were sirnificant

differences for formats and also 111 Interact-ions. It is apparent from

these basic rating research studies that the 1,,,thw1s of measurement, as

well as the varlailles measured, influence the level or ratings awarded.

The purpose of this paper is to report the results of three sub -

studies of kinds of keys for college student ratings of college professors'

teaching effectiveness. In the first substudy, Inds of Keys, the three

main lrinds of keys were investigated: Agreement! Evaluation; and "eeds

Improvement. The reason for this specific substudy was to determine

if the different rating contexts per se influenced the level of ratings

awarded.

In the second substudy, NO T'T, four scta of evalnative Ircys ranging

from two negative, one neutral, tTY, positive, to all rive positive

categories, were investigated. "0 "TP is on acronym for the "elf Obser-

vation of Teaching of university "rof'ssors ratan" scale. A resnonse

set that characterizes many rntinc situations 1:4 the leniency (gener-

osity) effect. The leniency effect is the tendency of raters to con-

sistently assign ratings that are too hi-h. 111 onler to ameliorate this

problem Guilford (1954) recommended an unT,11nneeA sot of categories with

three positive, one neutral, ar.d one negative rather than a conventional

set of categories with two positive, one ventral, nrd two negptive. In

another milieu involving ratings, essay gradinr of English compositions,

Eollman and colleagues conducted three relevant studies (Eollnan and

Reilly, In press; 1,ollman, 1972; Eollman, Silverman, and 'eilly, 1972).

In these three analyses the following 1inds of caterories were investigated:

Numbers (5, 4, 3, 2, 1); ")eoative cater,ories (one positive, one neutral,



three nenative); Conventional (two positive, one neutral, two neeative):

and Guilford categories (three positten, one neutral, one neeetve).

Across all three studies n11 sots of cnteeorLes were reliable. Across all

three studies it was concluded that 'Ands of cateeories influence level of

ratings, that nenative categories produce the highest ratings, and that

positive (Guilford) cateeories produce the lowest rations. Thus the

reason for the second specific substudy was to determine if different

combinations of positive catenories would reduce the leniency error in

student ratines of instructor teaching effectiveness as they did in

English composition scoring.

In the third substudy, item Wording Direction, the aereement Ireys

used in the Kinds of Keys substudy were used for the same set or items

each set respectively worded positively, negatively, or neutrally.

Two basic rating research studies were identified in which item phrasing

was varied nositively and negatively. !Thipple (1957) compared positive

and negative phrasing in an item wrifine stag. Little differences werp

found between the two forms of phrnsine but there was a tendency for "true"

to he given to positively worried items. Ishi'-awa (196h) made a number of

empirical comparisons including one between affirmative statement and

question statement formats and found few differences. Thus the reason

for the third specific sbstudy was to determine in the context of

student rating scales if the item wordine tone of different rating sets,

positive, negative, or neutral, would influence the level of ratines

awarded. The three studies are depicted in Table 1.

The objective across all three substudies was to determine if the

keys per se affected the level of student ratings of faculty teaching

effectiveness. Reliability was also considered, but it was not anticinated
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to be critical because of the substantial size of each treatment group

within each sample within each suhstudy.

PTIOCFPUPF

All three substudies were conducted in ngcember 1972 at the "niversitY

of South Florida. The Ss for siihstudy #1 (Kinds of Keys) were students in

an undergraduate finance course. The Ss for Suhstudy !F2 (10 TTTP) were

undergraduates in another section of the finance course conducted by

another instructor. The Ss for Suhstudv i1 (Item Poraing Piroction)

were students in an undergraduate broadcasting course. The three instruc-

tors were chosen because they were considered to he characteristic college

teachers. Operationally, this means that they usually receive student

rating near four on a Five noint scale.

The rating scale for Sul stuay fit consisted of 17 conventional college

teaching effectiveness rating items developed at the "niversitv of South

Florida. These items were also used for Substudy "1 and Sub study fi3.

In addition, 21 items, developed by the university of South Florida

College of education, were also used.

The students in the class composing each respective substudy were

randomly assigned to its respective treatment conditions.

The ratings were quantified S, 4, 1, 2, or 1 for the statistical

analyses as indicated in Table 1.

AN "A adjusted group reliability estimates were determined for each

treatment group for each substuy.

means, standard deviations, and A"flITA's were computed for total of

items, and individual items, for each format to determine the effects of

each treatment format within each substudy on level of ratings.



PETITS

Table 2 indicates the eroup reliability estimates, means adjusted

to the five point scale, and total score means and standard deviations for

each treatment croup within each substudy, across all three substudies.

Initially, it is apparent from Table 2 that all treatment croups across

all three substudics rated reliably. Even the Item Uordine Direction Neutral

croup's estimate, .79, the lowest, is adequate. It is likely that this

croup's estimate would have been hieher ha'l its size been bierer. Con-

sequently considerable confidence can be placed in the integrity of each

eroup's ratinrs as a dependent variable in the three subsequent treatment

effects analyses.

The treatment effect analyses will be treated sequentially. cog

Substudy #1 Table 2 indicates a lower mean for the rvaluation Format

vis a vis the Aereement and "cods Improvement formats. An Am0VA indicated

a non-simificant F of 2.7n for 2 and i6 decrees of freedom. one-way

ANOVA's for each individual item indicated sienificant differences for keys

for only one item. Despite the eeneral non-sienificant

. nature of these

differences it is suggested that an absolete rating difference of .23 or .25

(3.71 vis a vis 3.94 and 3.96) on a five noint scale would not be perceived

indifferently by faculty of an institution where such ratines wore used

administratively. This is particularly teen '-e-uee the Evaluation format

is used much more frequently than the "ends Improvement format. Therefore

it is sugeested that additionel research be carried out on this issue using

a large number and variety of instructors and students.

Examination of the results for Substudy P2, TUP, indicates some

fascinating findings. Specifically, the adjusted means were 4.13, 3.69,



T
a
b
l
e
 
2

N
'
s
,
 
R
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
s
,
 
A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d
 
m
e
a
n
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
T
o
t
a
l
 
m
e
a
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r
 
E
a
c
h

T
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
 
G
r
o
u
p
 
w
i
t
h
i
n
 
P
a
c
h
 
S
u
b
s
t
u
d
y
,
 
\
c
r
o
s
s
 
A
l
l
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
S
u
b
s
t
u
d
i
e
s

S
u
b
s
t
p
:
4
y

1
 
K
i
n
d
s
 
o
f
 
K
e
y
s

S
u
b
s
t
u
d
y
 
#
2
 
"
T
0
 
T
U
P

I
S
u
b
s
t
u
d
y
 
'
1
 
I
t
e
m
 
T
4
o
r
d
i
n
g
 
D
i
r
e
c
t
i
o
n

R
e
l
.

A
d
i
.

X
S
n

11
1

R
e
l
.

S
D

T
e
l
.

A
d
j
.

X
7
(

S
D

E
v
a
l
.

3
3

.
9
6

3
-
.
7
1

1
4
9
.
3
3

2
2
.
3
9

C
o
n
v
e
n
t
.

2
5

.
o
n

L
.
1
1

7
0
,
3
2

3
.
7
6

P
e
s
.

2
1

.
9
3

3
.
3
6

1
3
4
.
5
5

3
1
.
4
5

(
r
_
v
a
l
)

A
g
r
e
e
.

4
0

.
9
6

3
.
9
4

1
5
7
.
5
0

2
'
1
.
3
9

C
a
r
d
.
 
V
a
r
.

2
7

.
q
4

3
.
6
)

6
2
.
8
9

1
3
.
3
8

'
c
u
.

2
2

.
7
9

3
.
0
3

3
2
1
.
2
3

1
3
.
1
2

I
r
t
n
r
o
v
e
.

3
6

.
P
6

3
.
9
6

1
5
R
.
 
3
9

2
3
.
3
6

m
ir

y.
2
7

.
9
3

3
.
6
3

6
2
.
5
5

1
2
.
9
2

r
e
3
.

1
9

.
9
6

2
.
1
5

8
5
.
9
0

2
7
.
8
6

r
0
 
T
I
T
P

2
7

.
9
5

3
.
5
1

5
.
1
.
5
0

'
,
s
a
c
)



3.68, and 3.51, respectively, for Conventional, (;arden Variety, Nirvana,

and NO ITT, respectively. The ANOvA indicated a significant (n C .05) r

of 3.15 for these keys. AT:OvA's for Individual items employing a conserva-

tive level of significance indicated three (of 17) items significant (p .05).

Since the means range significantly from 3.51 to 4.13 depending upon the

kinds of categories used, and since this range could he extended even more

by using negative categories it is clear that the kinds of categories used

influence the level of ratings awarded. The corollary conundrum is the

issue of which categories to use. If the assumption is made that college

professors in general are better teachers than teachers in general (the

focal argument would he that they know more) then some set of categories

employing more positive than negative cateeories would probably be

appropriate. If, on the other hand, the assumption is made that college

professors are not better than teachers in eeneral or else that student

raters should compare the particular professor with other professors

only and not with teachers in general, then a balanced set of categories

might be appropriate. In any case it is clear that kinds of categories to

be used in rating instructors is an issue that should he considered seriously.

Examination of the results for Substudy 113, Item Wording irection,

indicates means of 3.36, 3.03, and 2.15; respectively, for Positive, Neutral,

and Negative categories, respectively. The l'.(r7A indicated a highly sig-

nificant ( p < .001) F of 19.6 for 2 and 5 rierees of freedom for these

rating set tones. ANOVA's for individual items again using a conservative

significance procedure indicated 21 (of 40) items significant (p < .05).

These findings are viewed as additional evidence of the effects of format

factors in addition, to the actual competence of the instructor being con-

sidered. It is not considered that these findings are otherwise important,



for two reasons. One reason is that in order to make this substudy similar

structurally to the other two substudies some conceptual. interpretative

uncertainties were built into the combination of the individual items and

the agreement format. Secondly, honefully no one will employ a negative

format.

OVEPVIEW

Overview of these three substudies indicates the following conclusions.

Initially, it is compellingly clear that kinds of categories influence

massively level of ratings awarded.

Secondly, it is also compellingly clear that this source of spurious

variance will have to be taken into account in any administrative applica

tion of student ratings of faculty teaching effectiveness. The paramountcy

of this issue is evident when it is considered that most faculty fall within

1.5 ratings on a conventional five category scale and that NO TIP alone

manipulated .62 of a rating unit, almost half of the actual functional range

from which to differentiate faculty, assuming such an administrative

objective.

Third, additional research is recommended on the kinds of formats

employed, i.e., Evaluation, /'agreement, T-ecds Improvement. It appears that

while there may he some limited differences in level of ratings awarded it

might be prudent to please faculty by using either the Agreement or Teeds

Improvement formats particularly if the rating levels are similar.

Fourth, both empirical evidence and rational research need to he

reported on the question of which kind of categories should he used. This

enigma has philosophical implications on the number system to be used in

quantifying the data for the statistical analyses.



Fifth, while rating, reliability is not a matter of concern validity

is a vital concern. Implicit in the use of student ratinrs is the assumption

that students are an appropriate, valid public. This is probably more of

a normative question than an empirical one considerinp the chan,cteristic

correlations of .30 - .40 between student ratings of teacher effectiveness

and the students' achievement (Follman, 1972).

Finally, the pro forma caveat is noted that the results reported

herein are veridical to the extent that the three instructors used represent

college instructors in general. It is considered that the total item

r9.tingsof 3.71, 4.13, and 3.36, respectively, for Instructors #1, !!2, and

#3, respectivley, on the most conventional keys are certainly at worst ball

park- figures. The high reliability estimates provide additional support

for this interpretation. In any case it is recommended that research be

conducted on the questions raised herein as they are integral to any

administrative application of student rations.
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